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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

Claims 1-38 and 39-50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claims 1 through 38 recite a "system for detecting an annotated anchor" 
which is an abstract idea not tangibly embodied in a computer 
readable/executable medium. 

Claims 39 through 50 recite a "method for detecting and processing a 
plurality of annotated anchors in a plurality of documents" which is an abstract 
idea not tangibly embodied in a computer readable/executable medium. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

Claims 1-10, 14-20, 22-27, 31, 33, 36-42, 45, and 48-53 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ingram (U.S. Publication 
2002/0052890 A1 ) in further view of Schilit (U.S. Patent 6,279,014 B1 ). 

As per claim 1 , Ingram discloses a system, method and apparatus for 
detecting hyperlinks or anchors within a document when the cursor is moved 
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over the hyperlink or anchor. (See Ingram, Page 1, paragraph 001 1). Ingram 
does not disclose expressly that the hyperlinks or anchors are annotated. Schilit 
discloses a system and method for recording annotations in electronic 
documents. (See Schilit, Column 4, lines 32-33, and lines 39-40). Ingram and 
Schilit are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of 
assisting a reader in accessing, displaying and organizing electronic data. At the 
time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art to include the annotations of Schilit with the hyperlinks of Ingram. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to extract for the reader certain 
information of interest to the reader without adding the need for additional 
notetaking. (See Schilit, Column 3, lines 20-29). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to combine Schilit with Ingram for the benefit of easily obtaining 
information of interest to a reader to obtain the invention as specified in claim 1 . 

As per claim 39, Ingram and Schilit disclose the method for detecting and 
processing annotated anchors as described above. Schilit also discloses this 
method pertains to more than one document or page. (See Schilit, Column 6, 
lines 14-16). Ingram and Schilit are analogous art because they are from the 
same field of endeavor of assisting a reader in accessing, displaying and 
organizing electronic data. At the time of the invention it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the method of Ingram 
and Schilit with the multiple documents of Schilit. The motivation for doing so 
would have been to allow the reader to navigate between and evaluate multiple 
documents. (See Schilit, Column 6, lines 5-9). Therefore, it would have been 
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obvious to combine Schilit with Ingram for the benefit of improved navigation 
between documents to obtain the invention as specified in claim 39. 

Claim 51 is rejected on the same basis as claim 1 . 

As per claim 2, Ingram and Schilit disclose the limitations of claim 1 as 
described above. Ingram also discloses that an anchor or hyperlink is detected 
which represents an explicit link to at least one other location. (See Ingram, 
Page 1, paragraph 0011). 

As per claim 3, Ingram and Schilit disclose the limitations of claim 1 as 
described above. Ingram also discloses that an anchor or hyperlink is detected 
which represents an implicit link to at least one other location. (See Ingram, 
Page 2, paragraph 0039). 

As per claim 4, Ingram and Schilit disclose the limitations of claim 1 as 
described above. Ingram also discloses including a data structure to reference 
the annotated anchor of Ingram and Schilit as described above. (See Ingram, 
Page 3, paragraph 0041). 

As per claim 5, Ingram and Schilit disclose the limitations of claim 1 as 
described above. Ingram also discloses code for processing the annotated 
anchor of Ingram and Schilit as described above. (See Ingram, Page 2, 
paragraph 0039). 

As per claims 6 and 40, Ingram and Schilit disclose the limitations of 
claims 1 and 39 as described above. Ingram also discloses code for generating 
and displaying a data structure including the annotated anchor of Ingram and 
Schilit as described above. (See Ingram, Page 3, paragraph 0041). 
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As per claim 7, Ingram and Schilit disclose the limitations of claim 6 as 
described above. Ingram also discloses that the data structure includes a 
number of the annotated anchors of Ingram and Schilit as described above. 
(See Ingram, Page 2, paragraph 0039). 

As per claim 8, Ingram and Schilit disclose the limitations of claim 7 as 
described above. Ingram also discloses that the number of annotated anchors 
are obtained from at least one document. (See Ingram, Page 3, paragraph 
0041). 

As per claims 9, 10, 41, and 52, Ingram and Schilit disclose the limitations 
of claims 7, 39, and 51 as described above. Schilit also discloses that the 
annotated anchors of Ingram and Schilit as described above are displayed in a 
format or order. This format includes annotation metadata or attributes. (See 
Schilit, Column 4, lines 29-38). Ingram and Schilit are analogous art because 
they are from the same field of endeavor of assisting a reader in accessing, 
displaying and organizing electronic data. At the time of the invention it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the formatted 
display of Schilit with the system and method of Ingram and Schilit. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to better organize the material for a 
reader. (See Schilit, Column 3, lines 22-25). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to combine Schilit with Ingram and Schilit for the benefit of improving 
data organization and storage to obtain the invention as specified in claims 9, 10, 
41, and 52. 
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As per claims 14 and 42, Ingram and Schilit disclose the limitations of 
claims 9 and 39 as described above. Ingram also discloses that the annotated 
anchors of Ingram and Schilit as described above each represent a link to at 
least one target, and that the format includes displaying the annotated anchors 
according to the target data. (See Ingram, Page 2, paragraph 0040). 

As per claims 15 and 53, Ingram and Schilit disclose the limitations of 
claims 14 and 51 as described above. Ingram also discloses that the target is a 
second document. (See Ingram, Page 2, paragraph 0040). 

As per claims 16 and 17, Ingram and Schilit disclose the limitations of 
claim 5 as described above. Schilit also discloses code which includes adding 
the annotated anchor of Ingram and Schilit as described above to a data 
structure based on at least one attribute, and that the data structure has a 
number of annotated anchors that have at least one attribute value. (See Schilit, 
Column 4, lines 29-38). Ingram and Schilit are analogous art because they are 
from the same field of endeavor of assisting a reader in accessing, displaying 
and organizing electronic data. At the time of the invention it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the data organization by 
attribute of Schilit with the system and method of Ingram and Schilit. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to facilitate the retrieval of the 
documents. (See Schilit, Column 4, lines 33-36). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to combine Schilit with Ingram and Schilit for the benefit of improved 
data retrieval to obtain the invention as specified in claims 16 and 17. 
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As per claim 18, Ingram and Schilit disclose the limitations of claim 17 as 
described above. Schilit also discloses that the number of annotated anchors of 
Ingram and Schilit as described above are obtained from a number of 
documents. (See Schilit, Column 6, lines 14-16). Ingram and Schilit are 
analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of assisting a 
reader in accessing, displaying and organizing electronic data. At the time of the 
invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
include the data from multiple documents of Schilit with the system and method 
of Ingram and Schilit. The motivation for doing so would have been to The 
motivation for doing so would have been to facilitate the retrieval of the 
documents. (See Schilit, Column 4, lines 33-36). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to combine Schilit with Ingram and Schilit for the benefit of improved 
data retrieval to obtain the invention as specified in claim 18. 

As per claims 19 and 20, Ingram and Schilit disclose the limitations of 
claim 17 as described above. Schilit also discloses that the number of annotated 
anchors of Ingram and Schilit as described above are displayed in a format, and 
that the format includes displaying the annotated anchors according to the 
annotation metadata or attributes. (See Schilit, Column 4, lines 29-38). Ingram 
and Schilit are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor 
of assisting a reader in accessing, displaying and organizing electronic data. At 
the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill 
in the art to include the data organization by attribute of Schilit with the system 
and method of Ingram and Schilit. The motivation for doing so would have been 
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to facilitate the retrieval of the documents. (See Schilit, Column 4, lines 33-36). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Schilit with Ingram and Schilit 
for the benefit of improved data retrieval to obtain the invention as specified in 
claims 19 and 20. 

As per claim 22, Ingram and Schilit disclose the limitations of claim 19 as 
described above. Ingram also discloses that the annotated anchors of Ingram 
and Schilit as described above each represent a link to at least one target and 
were the format includes displaying the annotated anchors according to the 
target metadata. (See Ingram, Page 2, paragraphs 0039-0040). 

As per claim 23, Ingram and Schilit disclose the limitations of claim 19 as 
described above. Ingram also discloses that the target is a second document. 
(See Ingram, Page 2, paragraph 0040). 

As per claim 24, Ingram and Schilit disclose the limitations of claim 19 as 
described above. Ingram also discloses that the annotated anchor of Ingram and 
Schilit as described above represents a link to at least a first target, and that the 
code includes locating a second document which includes a reference to the first 
target. (See Ingram, Page 2, paragraph 0040). 

As per claim 25, Ingram and Schilit disclose the limitations of claim 19 as 
described above. Ingram also discloses that the document contains a second 
annotated anchor representing a link to at least a second target and that the 
code includes locating at least a second document that includes a reference to 
the first and second targets. (See Ingram, Page 2, paragraphs 0040-0041 ). 
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As per claim 26, Ingram and Schilit disclose the limitations of claim 19 as 
described above. Ingram also discloses that the annotated anchor of Ingram and 
Schilit as described above represents a link to at least a second document and 
where the code includes obtaining the second document. (See Ingram, Page 2, 
paragraph 0040). 

As per claim 27, Ingram and Schilit disclose the limitations of claim 19 as 
described above. Ingram also discloses that the second document is obtained 
prior to a reader requesting the second document. (See Ingram, page 2, 
paragraph 0040). 

As per claims 31 and 45, Ingram and Schilit disclose the limitations of 
claims 5 and 39 as described above. Ingram also discloses that the code 
includes detecting a second anchor representing a link to the target and 
suppressing a display of the second anchor, allowing the reader to see only an 
item listed in the taskbar. (See Ingram, Page 2, paragraph 0040). 

As per claim 33, Ingram and Schilit disclose the limitations of claim 31 as 
described above. Ingram also discloses that the second anchor is within a 
second document. (See Ingram, Page 2, paragraph 0040). 

As per claims 36 and 48, Ingram and Schilit disclose the limitations of 
claims 5 and 39 as described above. Ingram also discloses that the annotated 
anchor represents a link to at least one target, and that the code includes 
identifying, in the hypertext structure, a node representing the target and 
suppressing a display of the node, allowing the reader to see only an item listed 
in the taskbar. (See Ingram, Page 2, paragraph 0040). 
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As per claims 37 and 49, Ingram and Schilit disclose the limitations of 
claims 36 and 39 as described above. Ingram also discloses that the code 
includes identifying, in the hypertext structure, an object representing the link and 
suppressing a display of the object. (See Ingram, Page 4, paragraph 0054). 

As per claims 38 and 50, Ingram and Schilit disclose the limitations of 
claims 5 and 39 as described above. Ingram also discloses that the annotated 
anchor represents a link to at least one target, and that the code includes 
displaying the annotated anchor and the target. (See Ingram, Page 3, paragraph 
0047). 

Claims 11 -13, and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ingram and Schilit as applied to claims 9, 19 and 51 above, 
and further in view of Sundaresan. 

As per claim 1 1 , Ingram and Schilit disclose the limitations of claim 9 as 
described above. Ingram and Schilit do not disclose expressly that the format 
includes displaying the annotated anchors according to the annotated anchor 
metadata. Sundaresan discloses associating hyperlinks according to their 
metadata. (See Sundaresan, Column 8, lines 63-67, and Column 9, lines 1-8). 
Once hyperlinks are associated by their metadata, it would be inherently obvious 
to display the hyperlinks using this associated format. Ingram, Schilit and 
Sundaresan are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor 
of assisting a reader in accessing, displaying and organizing electronic data. At 
the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill 
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in the art to include the metadata association of Sundaresan with the system and 
method of Ingram and Schilit. The motivation fordoing so would have been to 
provide the user with access to information which is related by relevance to a 
particular topic or set of attributes as is contained within a document's metadata 
and to reduce the number of reoccurring documents. (See Sundaresan, Column 
3, lines 37-41 ). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Sundaresan 
with Ingram and Schilit for the benefit of improved data organization to obtain the 
invention as specified in claim 1 1 . 

As per claim 12, Ingram, Schilit and Sundaresan disclose the limitations of 
claim 1 1 as described above. Ingram also discloses that the annotated anchors 
of Ingram and Schilit as described above each represent a link to at least one 
target, and that the annotated anchor metadata, as disclosed by Sundaresan, 
includes a number of anchors within the document representing the target. (See 
Ingram, Page 2, paragraphs 0039-0040). 

As per claim 13, Ingram, Schilit and Sundaresan disclose the limitations of 
claim 1 1 as described above. Ingram also discloses that the annotated anchors 
of Ingram and Schilit each represent a link to at least one target, and that the 
annotated anchor metadata, as disclosed by Sundaresan, includes a number of 
annotated anchors representing the target. (See Ingram, Page 2, paragraphs 
0039-0040). 

As per claim 21 , Ingram and Schilit disclose the limitations of claim 1 9 as 
described above. Ingram and Schilit do not disclose expressly that the format 
includes displaying the annotated anchors of Ingram and Schilit according to 
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annotated anchor metadata. Sundaresan discloses associating hyperlinks 
according to their metadata. (See Sundaresan, Column 8, lines 63-67, and 
Column 9, lines 1-8). Once hyperlinks are associated by their metadata, it would 
be inherently obvious to display the hyperlinks using this associated format. 
Ingram, Schilit and Sundaresan are analogous art because they are from the 
same field of endeavor of assisting a reader in accessing, displaying and 
organizing electronic data. At the time of the invention it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the metadata association 
of Sundaresan with the system and method of Ingram and Schilit. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to provide the user with access to 
information which is related by relevance to a particular topic or set of attributes 
as is contained within a document's metadata and to reduce the number of 
reoccurring documents. (See Sundaresan, Column 3, lines 37-41). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to combine Sundaresan with Ingram and Schilit for the 
benefit of improved data organization to obtain the invention as specified in claim 
21. 

Claim 32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ingram and Schilit as applied to claim 31 above, and further in view of Stern. 

As per claim 32, Ingram and Schilit disclose the limitations of claim 31 as 
described above. Ingram and Schilit do not disclose expressly that the second 
anchor is within the document. Stern discloses that an anchor can be a link to 
another anchor in the same file. (See Stern, Column 7, lines 37-41). Ingram, 
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Schilit and Stern are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of assisting a reader in accessing, displaying and organizing electronic 
data. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to include the internal link of Stern with the system and 
method of Ingram and Schilit. The motivation for doing so would have been to 
allow the reader to easily reference data included in the current document. (See 
Stern, Column 1 , lines 43-46). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine 
Stern with Ingram and Schilit for the benefit of improved data readability to obtain 
the invention as specified in claim 32. 

Claims 28, 30, 34-35, 43-44, 46-47, 54-55 and 56 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ingram and Schilit as applied to claims 
5, 39, and 51 above, and further in view of Bays. 

As per claims 28, 44, and 55, Ingram and Schilit disclose the limitations of 
claims 5, 39 and 51 as described above. Ingram also discloses that the 
annotated anchor represents a link to at least one target and that the code 
includes detecting a second anchor representing a link to the target. (See 
Ingram, Page 2, paragraph 0040). Ingram and Schilit do not disclose expressly 
propagating the annotation to the second anchor. Bays discloses that 
annotations may be written to other data items. (See Bays, Page 6, paragraph 
0081 ). Ingram, Schilit and Bays are analogous art because they are from the 
same field of endeavor of organizing electronic data. At the time of the invention 
it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the 
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propagation of annotations to other data items of Bays with the annotated anchor 
representing a second target of Ingram and Schilit. The motivation for doing so 
would have been to associate similar items by propagating the annotations to 
these related items. (See Bays, Page 2, paragraph 0017). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to combine Bays with Ingram and Schilit for the benefit of 
associating by annotation related items to obtain the invention as specified in 
claims 28, 44 and 55. 

As per claim 30, Ingram, Schilit and Bays disclose the limitations of claim 
28 as described above. Ingram also discloses that the second anchor is within a 
second document. (See Ingram, Page 3, paragraph 0042). 

As per claims 34, 46, and 56, Ingram and Schilit disclose the limitations of 
claims 5, 39 and 51 as described above. Ingram also discloses that the 
annotated anchor represents a link to at least one target, and that the code 
includes identifying, in a hypertext structure, a node representing the target. 
(See Ingram, Page 2, paragraph 0040). Ingram and Schilit do not disclose 
expressly propagating the annotation to the node. Bays discloses that 
annotations may be written to other data items. (See Bays, Page 6, paragraph 
0081 ). Ingram, Schilit and Bays are analogous art because they are from the 
same field of endeavor of organizing electronic data. At the time of the invention 
it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the 
propagation of annotations to other data items of Bays with the annotated anchor 
representing a second target of Ingram and Schilit. The motivation for doing so 
would have been to associate similar items by propagating the annotations to 
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these related items. (See Bays, Page 2, paragraph 0017). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to combine Bays with Ingram and Schilit for the benefit of 
associating by annotation related items to obtain the invention as specified in 
claims 34, 46 and 56. 

As per claim 35 and 47, Ingram, Schilit and Bays disclose the limitations of 
claims 34 and 46 as described above. Ingram also discloses that the code 
includes identifying, in the hypertext structure, a connecting object representing 
the link, such as a graphic element, and altering the connecting object, such as 
reducing it's size. (See Ingram, Page 2, paragraph 0039). 

As per claims 43 and 54, Ingram, Schilit and Bays disclose the limitations 
of claims 39 and 51 as described above. Bays also discloses that processing the 
annotated anchor includes determining whether the second document or data 
item is stored in the system and obtaining the second document or data item if it 
is not already stored in the system. (See Bays, Figure 3D, and Page 6, 
paragraph 0083). Ingram, Schilit and Bays are analogous art because they are 
from the same field of endeavor of organizing electronic data. At the time of the 
invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
include the acquisition of the second document or data item of Bays with the 
annotated anchor of Ingram and Schilit. The motivation for doing so would have 
been to establish a complete information management system which includes all 
data necessary for the user. (See Bays, Page 6, paragraph 0084). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to combine Bays with Ingram and Schilit for the benefit 
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of including all pertinent data or documents to obtain the invention as specified in 
claims 43 and 54. 

Claim 29 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ingram, Schilit and Bays as applied to claim 28 above, and further in view of 
Stern. 

As per claim 29, Ingram, Schilit and Bays disclose the limitations of claim 
28 as described above. Ingram, Schilit and Bays do not disclose expressly that 
the second anchor is within the document. Stern discloses that an anchor can be 
a link to another anchor in the same file. (See Stern, Column 7, lines 37-41). 
Ingram, Schilit, Bays and Stern are analogous art because they are from the 
same field of endeavor of organizing electronic data. At the time of the invention 
it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the 
internal link of Stem with the system and method of Ingram, Schilit and Bays. 
The motivation for doing so would have been to allow the reader to easily 
reference data included in the current document. (See Stern, Column 1, lines 
43-46). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Stern with Ingram, 
Schilit and Bays for the benefit of improved data readability to obtain the 
invention as specified in claim 29. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 
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• Gough (U.S. Patent 5,559,942) discloses a method and apparatus 
for providing a note on an application program which includes 
noticing a note anchor object associated with a data file displayed 
by an application program on a computer screen and displaying a 
note slip image over the displayed data and images of the 
application program. 

• Tribbeck (U.S. Publication 2002/0059333 A1 ) discloses a data 
processing system for accessing documents including hypertext 
links with an associated initial display text is provided with a 
mechanism for applying one or more predetermined rules (94) to 
the initial displayed text to determine whether or not that initial 
displayed text has characteristics indicative of being insufficiently 
readable by a user. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Laurie Ries whose telephone number 
is 703-605-1238. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday- 
Friday from 7:00am to 3:30pm. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status 
information for published applications may be obtained from either Private 
PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is 
available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the 
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PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov . Should you have any 
questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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